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SEP 1 6 1998

Re: Ex Parte Notice
CC Docket No. 96-115

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Salas:

These costs are especially burdensome in light of the effort required to address
potential Y2k problems in computer systems. The associations pointed out that the
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) stayed all rules that require major
reprogramming of computer systems by SEC regulated companies on September 3. The
SEC moratorium is intended to facilitate the allocation of resources to addressing
potential problems caused by the year 2000 computer technology conversion. The
Associations urged prompt issuance of a stay of the flagging and auditing and tracking
rules to prevent the unnecessary expenditure of scarce carriers' obligations as the January
26, 1999, enforcement date approaches.

On Wednesday, September 15,1998, the undersigned of the National Telephone
Cooperative Association, Larry Sargeant, United States Telephone Association, Todd
Lentor and Mary Madigan, Personal Communications Industry Association, and Andrea
Williams, Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association participated in a discussion
with Daniel Connors of Commissioner Ness' office.

----.~---- -

The associations discussed issues related to stay of the Commission's "flagging"
and "tracking and auditing" rules. They presented the attached documents. The
documents show that the costs of complying with flagging and audit and tracking
requirements are substantial, especially for small carriers.

September 16, 1998
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The Associations also pointed out that the record does not support a need for these
rules. The Commission has other means of enforcing the requirements of Section 222.
Moreover, many parties suggested alternatives in their comments and petitions for
reconsideration of the rules.

In accordance with the ex parte rules, an original and one copy of this letter and
attachment are being submitted to the Secretary. If there are any questions in this matter.
please contact me at NTCA.

Sincerely,

d)i1~.~
L. Marie Guillory C
Vice President
Legal and Industry

Attachments

cc: Daniel Connors
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July 21. 1998

Ms. Maplie Roman Salas
S=~recary

Peden! Commuuic:acions Commi~sion
1919 M SCleet. NW. bam 222
Washington, OC 20554

RoE: Tch=communis;woDs C.m~' U~ ofCy.tomerPropri~ Network
InfonnatioJ'S and other Customer Infc:lIlDltion, CC Docket 96-115
ixPt£te

Dear Ms. Sd~;

Thi:i is to notify you thaI on July 21, 1998. A. Kirven Gilbert, Linda Lancaster and Ben Almond,
all of I.USouth Cotporatioft mat witk Tom Po••r. lapl Advisor to ChairrtWJ William F.
Kennard and in il RpInCe mauns with carol Mattt)', Brent Olson, Tanya Rucherl'ord. Kristen
Murray, Usa Cboi of the Common Carrier Bureau and Nancy Boocktr and Jonatun Radin af the
Wireless Tl:1Kommunic:~ons Bureau c:onc:emlnl the refcn:neeci subject. The focus of the
cUsc:usslon~~ on the electronic lIUlit requtrement IS Oi cO$tly and burdenlom&: requirement
for BeJ1South and che Industry to implement by the effective date of January 26. 1999. The
atw:h~ documlrlts ""ere used for l3iscussion purposes.

Please associate this notiflCltlon and me a:companying document with the referenced docket
proceeding.

If there are :any questions conceming thl~ matter, please contact the undarsigned

Sincerely.

&4.~
B,n G. Almond
Vic:e Prelidmt·Federal 1l'lUlatory

Attac;hm&ncs

cc: Tom Po.er
CarolMlIRCY
BRntOlscn
Tonya RuthedoM
Krista Mumy
LisaChoi
N-=yBoo,~

Jonathan JUdin

""'"'~
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The Honorable Susan Ness
Commissiauer
Fedm1 COIIIIftlW;auons CanvnisSion
1919 MSCIlCl. N.W.• loom 132
WuhiDpaa, DC 20554

The Honcnble Harold Furchqcm-Roth
Camnlillioner
F_rI1 COIIIm\mlcalions Commission
1919 M Street.. N.W., Room 102
Wuhiftpn. DC 20554

~;a.~'.-.
:~:i':;;i
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CC Docket No. 96-11S - Tclccommuicuions Canicn' Usc ofCusta&ef
Proprietary NetWOrk lnfanbItian (CPNI); u 'tule

Rc:

Jwy 20, 1991

We are wriWs110 you jaUlt.Jy to cmphuiIc oW' common coacem With the mechanized
Mfcl'W'Ci n:quil'aftCftIl ..... in tile Scr:OItIi Atpo,., tllfIi 01*,' in the .bovc-m.rc~c4
proc_inland to \JrJC prDIftpl iBtaim reliefhm those requirlmcms. SpcciflCllly. we are
asking the Commission. Oft its DVm motiDc. U3 !ltIy those rlqwemenu per.ciina tbe
Cornmiuion's review csf theIn OIl reconsidauio:.

The HonorUle Glalia Trilt&rU
Commissioner
FedI:rI1 Communic:eions Commission
1919 M Street. N.W., loom 126
WasbiualOn. DC 20554

The HofteraDlc WiIllun E. K.Inuni
ChIUrmu
Federal CommuniealioM Commission
1919 M Street. N.W., llaom 114
WashingtOll, DC 20554

r= HODInable Michael K. Pawdl
CommlSSiOftll'
fldcraJ Commwaiwioftl Commiaiml
1919 M Street, N.W., Raom 144
Wasbinpn. DC 20554

/wrpI,..'1tIll,iD" GIl" T'Meo"""II1f;elllioN .tel 0/JYfl6: T.eoM••tIi~tII;"1IJCtl1T;r:,s .
Ure DICusto"", PrI1"""8':1 NIIYIOri 1"p..iOIt tmd 0tItfr CWIDIIf" 111/0,""";0"..
J_pJ.""",alioll oj,.. Na"-Aee""iIII~..rrb o/Sft,IlJPII 271 tnUl272 0/'.
CO,"",lIltie.tiOllS A~' of]'J4, .,"""tI, CC DcI5Ul Nos. 96·\ \ 5, 96-149, Second Rcpott and
Order and FU~herNOCice afPrapasedllu.lemaking, FCC 9)·27 (rd. Feb. 26, 1991) e$r:'fJnd
"'PO'" anti orti," Dr "arrar-).



In cbc SmlntllCcptJ!' IIIIt/ Ordn, me CcJrnm111.i01l1doplld NIcs punlliCt to Section 222
af_ Ac:t to IO~ all GII'rien' UK af~pro~...$ iftfanuaOll (CPNI). The
Cormni-.11Io I plIDGp1y of safe.... III foar cmicr amap1iUce wida thou rules..
inc1\1dift8 ,-".., ....nilo.." review praCCMCI, lAel ofticcr-1c:YcI ClHftpUan;c
=nifiCiliOAn:q~.

The Commilliaa impDIId IWO I)'SIIIIU-baccl mecblfti."~... Fiest, all
tclecollllDUDicaiau cam-_ tequi=d to develop ud impIcaIalt IOba. I)'st.. that ..t1ag"
,ustGmII' ncordi 10 ildiC'll dieC~ Us ippIOvcd or. markII:iDI usc of his or
her CPNl. 'Ibis '11.." IIU1l bI coupinrIusly _I.,. witIirl tile Inr few lila oCtile first
computer sc:rcea of I ~'I record. SlcollLa1l"'lft abUpIcd to dlve1ap lad
\alpl..., ID ........, audit'~ that U5U ICCCSS II) CIIIIDIDa' scaUDIIIDd Iba is
capabll ofrccordiq wIIeIIntr ncarda _ ....~ whom, IIUI far wbIl purpDlC. Carrias are
fwtber roqw.i.nIi tD ... all oflbi. nciiDa data far. fiI1l 'Uf. BoIb of••nquircmcms will
bec:Dme alforcabla m! J.." 26, t999.

Numaus carrierS, 1IrIC INl SIIIIU. tam 11:I'O$I all iIIdusrIy SCIlftlD~ iacauding
individual memam of.....ipu:d .....i.......,of.. &tIGC:iatiaM tltemsdYes, as
Will as !XC.. Jaw !led pIthiaaI far rKDIISidIII1ioa or odIIrJdilffrom...__
safepInt~q. TIac I-.Npc_led iA IIIppDrt at~..be bOned down
to th&:il' esscmiaJs. Fint. the UIdIrlJiDI NPRM praviIId ined'qua DDIicI atdie pouibilitY of
sUGh rcquirllllllla; U I c:arol1llJ, die record is iDIId!kiIat to JUIIaiI tba requiIeIunL 5eeoftd.
~Commiu.', Or_ MWnIly~ tbe ...anA GOIDplaitiu Df impl-==I~
requiteftlCftu.a CIIriIn' CIIimIIa ofimpJ...tiACOlIS !lave IlApd from...,. tJf
",llliDIU ofdaUus for lupr G8ricrI (ATAT. Mel) to propuniOllMlly burdaIIome trm of
dlau'Clds ordollars for 1IIIII1Ir.nm (h'TCA). Sn8l pmieI have atlD...... Fa".
CQACInIS aver* nil sucb IT-iatlmiVl plQjl;ll could illapoll em Ya and ather mlDdalCd
etfons. Third. me 0rtJu~ 11II bllafill1a K dlrived fnrm cbc~II adopcIG.
In paniGullf, canary to che COIIUIiSlioa', ....CIpIClIIioDs, d\c .lecaoni; au4it requiremat
hu been sboWIl_1O be I ,,1iabI...of" ..;jli". whaMr CPNl baa..used properly.
In share, .. ~ariDU"'"_1UpIIDtIiq ...._ ....11"""~ dill~
eJa:nftic: safIpIJd~or.S«tIIIIIJ.pan" CWu do DOt suMft a costIbenafit
.-ysis IISd sbDuJd • elimi'D'd

a 111... ill girl .•, the eolta..eatap1cxitiel of inapt__Uftl 1M 1'IlII~

the~mmly _ ill I1se cw., •...tbIl.......&I .. aat..my bUnIInIome.
An AI'ricn ...CIJIIId..IIDnCS 10 pnIIICI CIftIID iDfOnUtiGll or IMir ~mcrs." SCII

0"., II '194. Mono.," CamailliOil hid I ..., _ JU"I1*d 10 1bc Ilq\alIlIxy
Flexibility A.:t. ........... to .tGIlly ray 0I1he aile•• ..-wliaoflIrac Cllriars. but to 1110
anal,. •• 1COnaIDic: impIct of..pm¥illDDs .aU ..u_lies, to plDvid81ma11lftlitia with.di.,~ _ OJIPDflllliW 10 =-- 0Ia .. .., uscI ftPOI'iq
reqWn:mlDU. .. Ie cI&IIil .. __ thai 11II~ will impase. The
C01M\iIliDJl did DDt fulft11 .... NqUia'UIi"ftS. II. alice or AdvacKy, u.s. Imal1 Buiull
A4miailtrlliftft.~ Paar Coeea\tl. &t 1 U'I1Y 15. t IJCJI}.



Yet, our,...mpurpaII is DOC II) punuc.. raull on irs menu. lDItad, aur iAsWll
obj=Uyc is to '-iq1G" CoIIImiuiDll'11UIIltioa. _10 seek ptGmpt ..netfralll, Ib,
imIBediaSe burdaIi inIpDIId by*- fl4uillmlAts.

In ordIr tD III a=p1i1lll by till Jamary Z6, 1999 ~"'-' camcn mUll blain eapwMliq
~ lad aM nlGUICCI uw. As indi..... AcM. -IIII:UWY III.DIIIIaIY collllDitmenu
are subsllusdal ad die aftiJaltiJity ofrr aqati. is ClDU1I'aiaed by ather ""jeaa otat last
cq\lllimpanlD&Z. Va. If.Commissiaa1I1IiIIIteI, climi_..ftllluirancms. II d\e
record GIl ,..,ulllenliOll,..,..daI Cnmn.i__ 1boukL • caauni1mcnt of~IS to
mae requirImIIII WiD be n:adIIId '.sralllY. We \11&&6., implcn the CGmmilSion to stay
its ,lec:traftic tafepard rtqw..." pendilll rccouidmti. ia order 10 190id IUds likely
ccallGlDic: walle.

Qram ofIII iJIIIriII.., will_ bam ID)' pmy. laa for IB10=GIIrier. dislcmcd
OIlY wi1h rc:Il*t to .......NI(UireaIaL tile III)IICIivaPlUtiou ...... DO appolilioa in
su1llalW= pI.lllini cycles. .\lid, ftIIl mas Clrrilf wauId nee he hImIcd by the.....day
iUGfIr u mat came, taD, waUlbl JIlinid of1M~'tNrdCDI. FlIftbcr. coaaumm'
ift...would.... to 1Io.......1hIauP.... dlWlliw 0'N1 NIls Idopled in the Or.,
and the exiltiq aotifiAriOll,1r'iniII.~ Iftilw...CDIIIpliIIa CCdifiGltiou
raallil.&CmI. C..awl', ape. siptac.1IIDIftIS 10 impIaDIAc ftMIulnmtfta
tMIlt1llOllikety 1D".. bIae!."_wkU. NIl poIIibility ofelimiulion
or moclifiGlli...will re=wrm-....ua lidwill. hanud
imlpuUly. "., pultlic avoi.... of..UftMCeI-r lCoumi~ wute.J

Por \hac r--. ..CIIIIlCIiytl) lid rap ,lfIIIl, Ilk tic C..illion III mov. swiftly
to issue Ul iDtI:rim., of l1li ................. l'1li..... af1ha s.c....." ad 0rtJn.
pmlins Nnhr:r coftlicIInIioD oflbalc fill••".on their mcri15.

J Evlft ifdIa ea.a..uIdauIIly dais,., IIIGIIify or cHari._ ill l'IIluiraDrm em
~ a lIlY 1I _ Daw ro avoid _ptJIIillilil) of'....tiII ........
Ruk, ...'ol~1a Call..N.....' »-iftaJIiIm .~lt:es - 0111" /D, 10 FCC Red
UII9(1995).
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L. ....GuWorr (M4)
~e:a-c\
NItioDIl Tc....Cuwsaaat:iYe AMOOiatiDD
(NTCA)

fed~" C/, ,*C+I~~
XadIIMl A. KurcI\Ir '
ExlCUSiw Direc:mr
Small BlISUas iD Tel...__•

== Mr. Ali filii_ H. LIfIl Mvilar. OlIN01_ 0aainIIIB
Mr. DIWIIw.wJ. I4I1 AItvimr. OfIcIefCaDi'l'ic'w NISS
Mr. PsuI Mi...,1Diar 1Ap1~orl_
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Mr. ThoIl\U Po.., Lepl AdWor, Offic:c Df_ CMirman
Mr. Jaa- ClUltly. SIIiQr t.CIIl Aclviaor. Office ofComtAissioncrN.1S
Mr. Kem Mll'tift, Lepa A.clvisot. Qflite ofCommaioftCT FlRb'lOu-'Rath
Mr. X,)1. 'DiXDll. Lep1 Advisor. Office afCoIDMiuLOM: Powell
Mr. Paul oaUant. tAp! Advisor,om" oCComrnissioacr TrisWli



BELLSOUTH

Ex Parte Presentation
CC Docket No. 96-115

Telecommunications Carriers' Use of Customer
Proprietary Network Infonnation (CPNI)

BeIlSoulh, July 21, J991



THE NEED FOR A STAY OF THE ELECTRONIC AUDIT REQUIREMENT

• TheRequn....:

_ CarrielS must maintain an electronic audil mecharism that tracks access to customer accounts,
including when 8 clIStoraBl'S record is opened, by whom, and to, what putpOle; record is '0 be
retained for one year. (Older 1 199; Rute § 64.2009(c).

- Requirement '0 be enforced 1/26199 to.de, 11202).

• EJcpectation ReIIectIId in Order:

- "Such access doCtJlllenlBlion wit not be overly bwdenlome" (Orde'1I 199).

• Reatity R.nee.... in ....rOlls Reconsideration Petillons and SuPPortinI Pleadings:

_ Requinm1ent is extremely burdensome, imposes potentially hundreds of $millions cost on industry,
compeles with Y2K implementation for human expertise/resources. and produces no cOllRlensurale
benefils.

• Needllnter.wa SolutiDn:

- Stay oj requiremenl pending reconsideration.

- Stay is needed now to avoid likely eoonomic waste.

Be: IISOUlh, 'ul)' 21. 1998



THE STAY STANDARD

• Insl8.t Circumstances Satisfy 4-Prong Stay Sta..dard (Virginia Petroleum JDbb....

1. Likely to prevail on the tnerits

• Requirement is alodds wjth Commission's intent nol '0 irRpose b..densome requirement

• Requirement does not swvive costAJenefit analvsis

• Substwltial and widespread concurrence across indusky and no opposition

2. Imtparable harm

• Implementation cost estlmales range from 16G-1OK for small carriers to hundreds 01 $malian,
tor larger carriers

ElCamples: Me.: up to $1 bH'ion per ~ear.

BellSouth: al IeasI 175 million over 5 years;
NTeA: $64-100 per line;

AT&T $125 milIion+ even lor requiremen1
limited to certain systems

• Heedless expenditures on systems slated for retlremenl/replacemenl shortly after

effedive dale

IkllSoUlh. Juty21, 1991
")



THE STAY STANDARD (com.•

• Drain on Y2K and other IT-intensive projects

• Current expenditures ot monetary and human resources will be foreve. lost if requirement is
lifted (or modified) on reconsideration

3. No in....ted ..re, hamHHI if ..., is g......d

• Substanlive CPNI requirements remain in effect, prolecting wstorner righls

• Multiple patties 'rom aY industry seJR1ents have requested relief, none has
opposed it

• Compliance assured through training, certification. supervisory review

4. Public interest favors ....,

• Public inle,est disfavors economic waste

• Stay will not affect customerst subslantive ePNI rights

Bel1South, July 2'. If9B
)



PROCEDURAL AND nMING ISSUES

• Commi.'.n Can lasue S1av on Is Own Motion

Rcord is adequately developed

Precedent . Caller ID

• Stay is NeedetI ..........,

BV 0/15198 to avoidlrninimize unneceuary fInancial outlays and commitments (e.g.• contracts with
third paJty software vendors)

8ellSolllh, lu')' 2', 1998 ..



Carriers PFRs Estimated S Impac:t
ALLTEL • Effective da~ of Order should be

scayed penciing reconsideration
• Safesuaras are o".rl~ DurdlmSOme

• ... use restrictions could take 9-18
months to implement for largest
camelS (pi)

Amentech • ... Commission shQl1ld eliminate its
electronic audit requirement... (p11)

• If Ameriteth were requirc4 to "traCk"
each pre-proc:essins Step, this would
,enerale over a trillion recoras alone
(Pl0)

AT&T • 'boule! be Ihminate4 (PI) AT&T estimates that

• unjustifiable requirement creating such an electronic

• electrOnic audit ClMot be justified audit system wowel
WICler a C:OSt benetlt aawysis because requiR onc: tln1C out-lays
the costs far outweiih any ac:ndinj 270 million,
conceivable consumer privacy Dr and allioing charies
c:ompliaftce benefit (p11 ) woulci exceed. that amount

• ...developmcct could be expected to annually. (P11 )
take 2-4 years (P13)

...expendimres in the
hundmls of millions of
clollm for the c:l"troms;:
audit trail rt:'luirement
~wdbe

counterproductive in that
the resulting systems
would not serve to
increase carrier
compliance with CPNI
rcl:iu.in:mcnu. yet llt the
same time, they would
diven substantial
rHOUZl:.s W dcerlase
op.raW11 efficlcnc)', all 10

the detriment of me
carrier's customers. (P12)

Bell Atlantic • Commission should eliminate Section .
64.2009(1) and (e) of the Rules, I
which specify systems requUcmenu.
(P22)

."""'~



Carrien PFRa Estimated S Impact

BellSouth • Atcess documentation/audit tTilil I...prelimmat) estimates arc:
"AfeSuarcl" impasec1 by the mat five·ycar
Commission implementation cOSts will

:::> is not required by the ACt cully e.xceec1 $75 million for

::;) is costly and burdensome BellSouth alone. This figure
:= does not serve the pUblic approaches the S100 million

interest the Commission could nOi
= should be eliminated (P18) finclj\lStifiable for an access

• Elimination of the access reSU'iction requirement and 15

d~unwnwion requirement will not mere 'than 100 times the
leave c:ustcmers records open to 5700,000 that the
unconucllecl abuse. AS the Commission seems to have

Commission noted in the Onier, use found more palatable for a
restrictions ... ~an and Will be use restriction m:t~ircmcnt.

ef'fecti\'e when ,o~lcd with pC:rlo~l

traininl. (p23)

CompTel • Commission sho\1lri reconsider its
c:amputer SySUl'ft uParades rule' ."
develop a record on the costs and
benefits of requirins carriers to rewrite
their computer systems to tnU:k
infonnation related to CPNI. (Section
V)

Frontier • ...requirement that it also monitor tae . . believes that this ,ffort
pu:pose for which CPNI is Kcessed, would take several months
ho~ver. is likely unnecessarily and COS1 Ii substantial amoWlt

burdcnsor.ne. U?4) of money. (P4)

• This rule would be expensive and
burdensome te implement, and in an
environment of rapid chanae, it may
prove to be transitional at best. No
business can justify the expenditurc
independently. (p4)

• By oliminDUnc this ~me requirement,
the Commission will not lose me
abilil)' to audit carrier complillite with
aec:cian 222 or ocherwise enJlII'e thaI
camm comply with reaulatiOftS.
Comparinl the time and expense that
would be RqWrecS to ~lnply with this
requirement wilh the relativdy minor
benefits that its RlentiCQ ~ulci

elllel1der, the Commission should
mcind it.

2
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Carri.n PFRs Estimated S Impact
GTE • Rule 64.2009(c} requires thaI carriers

must maintain an elecU'onic audit
mechanism in its belief that "Is]uch
access c1ocumentation wm not be
o"crly burdensome because many
carriers mainram such capabilities to
track employee use of company
resou.n:es for a variety ofbusiness
purposes unrelated 10 CPNI
compliance. Ifapplied to all systems.
such an underrakins would impose a
data processing burden on canters'Ut
could rival Y2K. requirements. (p41-
42)

Independent • overly burdcnsow. impr'DCUgJ me! S1SoK to 200K.

Alliance costly
• impacrs Y2K

LeI • Carriers should be liven at least 18 ".LeI is Itill in p~ess of
months to imple"Dt any systems developing specifications ...
modificauOni na:cs&ItY to coml'ly it is apparent that the cost
wim the new rules. (p6) will reach into the many

• ...pther specific e\ic1enCc of the cosu millions of ciollCLn (p-4)

and bcn;fits before imposing detailed_. compliance obligauODS. (P6)

~lLI • Excessively bW'dcnsome and ...billioDS of recorcis would
wmccessary (pJ4) need to be recorded every

• take yurs lO implement ciay to mainTAin a complete

• diven reIOloIfCes from otlu:r more viw aueit trail. Given the current
projects such as Y2K cost of mainframe data

It0rate and associated
o\'erhead, as much as $4
million ofadditional storage
wowcl be re'lWrea U)

maintain one day's ~onh of
auditing information. or
over 1 billion per year (p37.
31)

j
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Carriers
.

PFRI EstimalldS Impact
National Telephone • Commission shoule forbear from NCTA'S members estimated
Cooperarivc: appl)'ing the complex auditing and they would be requirecl to

Association rraeking procedures ... (P7) spencl between 560.000.00
to $70.000.00 for the
capability. For companies
with j\LSt 600 Kcess lines.
this translates to more th:l.n
SI00.00 per line. (P9)

OmniPoint • Electronic audit niles would take
Communicmtions .ff8c:~ in early 1999, when ~arricrs'

information systemS departments will
be under enonnous prusure to
complete Year 2000u~ .... (PIS)

Personal • .E1CC'tronic audit trail reqUimneDt

Communications requires carriers to R ..write tftcir
Industry Association customer support software and
(6/29/98 Pet for maintain a hUll: volume of elecaramc
Forbearan~c) clam for which tb8re is DO DuaiMss

purpose; problem is multiplied over
tbousandi ofcamers. (pqIS 19..20)

Sprint • 26SIC Person Haurs (p4) 519.6 million (p4)

• 127 employees full-time for 1year
• ... the Commission does DOt cite to

any record evidence demonstrating I
that "unauthori~ casual perusal of
customer accounts" is a significant
problem. (p4)

• 8 to 24 mon'ths (pJ)

TDS • At the ~.ry least. thee-onunission ...at a cast often! of
should change its ·vcrcl1a nrsr' mC1 milliolU ardoU.:,. (p\3)
'''rriallaterT

' approl'h. (P3)

• The audit trICking aDd reporting
function coulo not be achieved by
any uParadc TOS Telecom coulti
discover, so that its systems would
have to be complattly overhauled Dr
replace4... (p13}



Carrien PFRs Elrimlted S Impa~t

USTA • ...costly. inefficient. o\'erly
regulatory (p9)

• ...needlessly impose coStS. introau<;e
inc:m<;lencies in carner processes and
focus on "speculative dangers." (p11 )

• A better approach would be for the
Commission to stay the rules
conteming the safeguards until it actS
upon this anc1 ocher reconsidCfltion
petitions. Then. on ~ccDSideralion.

the Commission should rescind
Secnon 64.2009 of ill MA. (1'15).

VansUll'd Cellular • ComplexitY of compliance is
~CI betause l11Il1y ofthe
~y\nl 5)'SletM ~.cl DY CMRS
providers must be c:han&ecl not only
to adCrcss the ePNI niles. but also to
ensure Year 2000 compliance.
provide number portabilitY, or to
meet other requirements mat will
come into .tlKl in the n.xt 18
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Justifying the Need for a Stay of the CPNI Electronic Safeguard Requirements
Ex Parte Presentation - CC Docket No. 96-115

• The Requirements:

(I) Flagging - Telecommunications carriers are required to develop and implement
software that indicates within the first few lines of the first screen of a customer's service
record the CPNI approval status and references the customer's existing service
subscription.

(2) Electronic audit - Telecommunications carriers must maintain an electronic audit
mechanism that tracks access to customer accounts, including when a customer's record
is opened, by whom, and for what purpose. Carriers must maintain these contact
histories for a minimum period of one year.

Both of these requirements become enforceable on January 26, 1999

• Why the "flagging" and "electronic audit" requirements are unnecessary and
unreasonable:

o Other parts ofthe CPNI rules already provide sufficient protection for consumers.
For example, under the CPNI rules:

• Telecommunications carriers must train their personnel as to when they
are authorized to use CPNI and implement an express disciplinary

process.

• Sales personnel must obtain supervisory approval of any proposed
outbound marketing request and maintain records of carrier compliance
for a minimum period of one year

• Telecommunications carriers must also have a corporate officer, as an
agent of the carrier, sign a compliance certificate on an annual basis and
file it with the FCC.

o The CPNI requirements will further drain carriers' information technology
resources -- which are largely focused on Y2K compliance issues.

Note: The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) recently announced a
moratorium on the implementation of new SEC rules that require a major
re-programming of computer systems by SEC-regulated entities between June I,
1999 and March 31, 2000. The moratorium is intended to facilitate and
encourage securities industry participants to allocate significant time and
resources to addressing the potential problems caused by the Year 2000 computer
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technology conversion. The Federal Communications Commission should do the
same.

o The above requirements fail any costlbenefit analysis. Implementation cost
estimates range from $60,000 for small carriers to $1 billion for large carriers
(MCI).

The Bottom Line

o If the FCC does not issue a stay of the above requirements promptly, carriers will be
forced to spend millions of dollars on requirements that may ultimately be modified or
even eliminated by the FCC.

o The FCC needs to promptly make a decision on our request for a stay in order to give
carriers sufficient time to make the necessary upgrades, train personnel, and meet the
compliance date of January 26, 1999.



Rules are overkill

Flagging

Auditing and tracking

No one has capability to track access to customer accounts, including when a customer
record is opened, by whom and for what purpose

Cost to implement tracking is estimated between $60-70K per company

Only 6% have electronic audit capability

Total auditing and tracking costs estimated at $300 per line for a 300-line company

Telcos have no incentive to violate consumer privacy

Less burdensome measures can be used and developed by telcos themselves

The Requirements Will Harm Small ILECS

• 60% of 500 members responded

• NTCA conducted survey in April 1998 (Charts attached)

• Cost of upgrades are estimated to be $40-60k per company

• Less than 10% have ability to add a field to indicate CPNI approval status

• More than 25% maintain customer records manually

• 90% will need significant upgrades to systems or software

•

•

•

•

•

•
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